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DETAILED ACTION

1 . This action is responsive to an amendment to application 09/767,797 filed on 1 1/15/2004.

2. Claims 1-33 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 15, 29 are independent claims. Claims 6,

15, 18, and 27 have been amended.

3. The objections to claims 15 and 27 are withdrawn as necessitated by the amendment.

4. The rejections of claims 6 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph are withdrawn

as necessitated by amendment

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows:

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or

any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and

requirements of this title.

5. Claims 1-14 and 29-33 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed

inventions are directed to non-statutory subject matter. All of these claims are directed to

inventions that could be performed solely by human means, without technological

intervention.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in

section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are

such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person

having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the

manner in which the invention was made.

6. Claims 1 and 7 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab et al. (USPN 6,029,182—filing date 10/4/1996), hereinafter Nehab, further in
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view of Motoyama (USPN 5,848,386—filiiig date 5/28/1996), further in view of Voigt

et al. (USPN 5,537,534—filing date 2/10/1995), hereinafter Voigt.

7. Regarding claim 1, Nehab discloses a method of storing a flattened structured data

document (Nehab flattens the structured document in col. 2, lines 55-65), comprising the

steps of a) receiving the flattened structured data document having a plurality of lines,

each of the lines having a tag, a data entry and a format character (in col. 2, lines 55-65,

Nehab processes a flattened structured document, which would necessarily include those

elements when flattened.) Nehab fails to disclose b) storing the tag in a dictionary store;

and c) storing the data entry in a dictionary store. However, Motoyama in col. 10, lines

30-60, discloses storage of tag and data information in a dictionary to facilitate

subsequent retrieval of the information. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary

skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Motoyama' s dictionary storage practice

in conjunction with Nehab in order to facilitate later retrieval of the tag and data

information. Nehab further fails to disclose d) storing the format character, a tag

dictionary offset and a data dictionary offset in a map store. Voigt in col. 4, lines 25-35

discloses that it is advantageous to store data in a map store because it provides for

persistent storage of virtual mapping information, so, it would have been obvious to one

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a map store to store the

format character, a tag dictionary offset, and a data dictionary offset because it would

have provided for persistent storage of virtual mapping information.

8. Regarding dependent claim 7, Nehab fails to explicitly disclose that al) wherein each

of the lines have a plurality of tags. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at
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the time of the invention that if a structured document is flattened, more than one tag may

be left on one line to increase compactness of the document. It would have been obvious

to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to put more than one tag on a

line in order to increase the compactness of the document.

9. Claims 2-3 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Combs (USPN 6,138,129—filing date 12/16/1997).

10. Regarding dependent claim 2, Nehab, Motoyama, and Voigt fail to disclose that step

(b) further includes the steps of bl) transforming the tag to form a tag transform; b2)

storing the tag dictionary offset in a dictionary index at an address pointed to by the tag

transform. However, Combs in col. 2, lines 64-67 and col 3, lines 1-20 discloses tag

extraction, which inherently involves transformation of tag to the target format, and

storage of offsets in order to efficiently store location information for tags. It would have

been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to transform

tags and store offsets in the manner of Combs in the context ofNehab, Motoyama, and

Voigt in order to efficiently store location information for tags.

11. Regarding dependent claim 3, it is analogous to claim 2, except data is being

manipulated instead of tags, and it is rejected under similar rationale.

12. Claim 4 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Combs, further in view of EUovson (USPN 6,128,618—fiUng date 11/13/1997).
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13. Regarding dependent claim 4, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, and Combs fail to disclose

that step (bl) further includes the steps of: i) determining if the tag is unique; ii) when the

tag is unique, storing the tag in the dictionary store; iii) when the tag is not unique, the tag

is not stored in the dictionary store. However, Eliovson, in Claim 1 (see col 14, lines 30-

35), discloses storing tags if and only if they are unique. It would have been obvious to

one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store tags if and only if they

are unique in the manner of Ehovson in the context ofNehab, Motoyama, Voigt, and

Combs in order to avoid duplication.

14. Claims 5-6 and 8 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable

under Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view

of Combs, further in view of Eliovson, further in view of Crus et aL (USPN

5,133,068—filing date 8/28/1991), hereinafter Crus.

15. Regarding dependent claim 5, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Eliovson fail to

disclose determining if a tag pointer is stored in the dictionary index at an address equal

to the tag transform; when the tag pointer is stored in the dictionary index, the tag is not

unique. However, Crus, in col. 10, lines 10-30, discloses the use of pointers to enforce a

uniqueness constraint. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at

the time of the invention to use pointers to enforce a uniqueness constraint in the manner

of Crus in the context of Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Eliovson in order to have

enhanced control over uniqueness using a simple, software-based technique.

16. Regarding dependent claim 6, it is the complementary concept to claim 5 and hence

logically follows from the rejection to that claim.
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17. Regarding dependent claim 8, it is the reversal of claim 5, and is rejected under

appropriately modified rationale.

18. Claims 9-10 and 13 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable

under Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view

of Combs, further in view of Crus, further in view of Curtis et al. (USPN 6,278,992

Bl—filing date 2/17/1999), hereinafter Curtis.

19. Regarding dependent claim 9, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Crus fail to

disclose the steps of h) when the tag is not unique, determining if a duplicates flag is set;

i) when the duplicates flag is set, incrementing a duplicates count. However, Curtis, in

col. 17, lines 15-40 discloses the use of a duplicates flag and counter in order to

appropriately adjust for the presence of duplicates. It would have been obvious to one of

ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used a duplicates flag and

counter have to have appropriately adjusted for the presence of duplicates in the manner

of Curtis in the context ofNehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Crus.

20. Regarding dependent claim 10, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Crus fail to

disclose the steps of j) when the duplicates flag is not set and duphcates are present,

setting the duplicates flag; k) setting the duphcates count to two. However, as noted in

the rejection to claim 9, Curtis provides for a duplicates flag and a duplicates count. It

was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that a duplicates flag is

set to indicate the presence of duphcates, and that when it is initially set, there are two

duplicates and hence the count should be set to two. It would have been obvious to one
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to set the duplicates flag and set the

duplicates count to two.

21. Regarding dependent claim 13, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Cms fail to

disclose the steps of j) calculating a transform of the tag with an instance count equal to

the duplicates count to form a next instance tag transform; k) storing a next map pointer

in the map index at an address associated with the next instance tag transform. However,

Curtis, in col. 5, lines 30-45 discloses monitoring of duplicates as instances, forming

transforms, and storing pointers to manage multiple occurrences of strings. It would have

been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use

monitoring of duplicates as instances, forming transforms, and storing pointers to manage

multiple occurrences of strings in the manner of Curtis in the context ofNehab,

Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, and Cms.

22 Claim 11-12 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Combs, further in view of Crus, further in view of Curtis, further in view of Godwin

et al. (USPN 6,505,192 Bl—filing date 8/12/1999), hereinafter Godwin.

23. Regarding dependent claim 11, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, Cms, and Curtis fail

to disclose the steps of 1) calculating a transform of the tag with an instance count to

form a first instance tag transformat and a second instance tag transform; m) storing a

first map pointer in the map index at an address associated with the first instance tag

transform. However, in col. 1 1 , lines 1-30, Godwin discloses a transform with an

instance count and storing map pointers in a place associated with the index tag transform
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in order to successfully handle security rules (see col. 11, lines 5-10). It would have been

obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to do a transform

with an instance count and storm map point in a place associated with the index tag

transform in order to successfully handle security rules in the manner of Godwin in the

context ofNehab, Motoyama, Voigt, Combs, Cms, and Curtis.

24. Regarding dependent claim 12, it involves storing a second map pointer in the map

index at an address associated with the second instance tag transform, and it is rejected

under the same rationale as the same storage procedure that occurs for a first map pointer

in claim 1 1

.

25. Claim 14 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Alston, Jr. et aL (USPN 5,315,709—filing date 12/3/1990), hereinafter Alston, Jr..

26. Regarding dependent claim 14, Nehab, Motoyama, and Voigt fail to disclose the steps

of e) creating a map index; f) determining if the data entry is unique; g) when the data

entry is unique, storing a pointer to a map location of the tag. However, Alston, Jr.

discloses in col. 11, lines 35-60 creating a map index with pointers that indicate

uniqueness. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of

the invention to create a map index with pointers that indicate uniqueness in the manner

of Alston, Jr. in the context of Nehab, Motoyama, and Voigt in order allow rapid access

to indexed material with information allowing appropriate handling of duplicates.

27. Claims 15-17 and 23-28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

«

unpatentable under Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt,
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further in view of Takagi et al. (USPN 4,812,969—filing date 5/22/1986), hereinafter

Takagi.

28. Regarding independent claim 15, Nehab, Motoyama, and Voigt disclose a map store

having a plurality of cells each containing a dictionary point and a format character; and a

dictionary store having a plurality of tags and a plurality of data entries; for the reasons

discussed in the rejection of claim 1. They fail to disclose an associative index having a

plurality of addresses each of the plurality of addresses having an entry flag. However,

Takagi discloses in col. 2, lines 5-40 the use of an associative index with multiple

addresses, each address having a flag. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary

skill in the art at the time of the invention to use an associative index with multiple

addresses, each address having a flag in the manner of Takagi in the context ofNehab,

Motoyama, and Voigt in order to reduce time for address translation (see col. 2, lines 1-6

of Takagi).

29. Regarding dependent claim 16, a flattener that convers the structured data document

into a flattened structured data document, the flattener connected to the map store is

inherent to claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale.

30. Regarding dependent claim 17, a parser parsing the flattened structured data document

for a tag and a data entry is inherent to claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale.

31. Regarding dependent claim 23, it would follow logically from claim 15, since there are

a plurality of cells each containing a format character, that there are a plurality of format

character.



Application/Control Number: 09/767,797 Page 10

Art Unit: 2178

32. Regarding dependent claim 24, Nehab. fails to explicitly disclose that one of the

plurality of format characters indicates a first new tag in a flattened line. However, it was

notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that part of flattening a

document involves using a format character to indicate a first new tag (else there would

be no way to differentiate the first tag and the flattened document would be unreadable).

Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the

invention to have used a format character to have indicated a first new tag in a flattened

line in order to help differentiate first tags.

33. Regarding dependent claim 25, Nehab fails to expHcitly disclose that one of the

plurality of formation characters indicates a number of consecutive tags closed after a

data entry. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention

that part of flattening a document involves indicating when tags are closed in order to

adequately account for the structure of a document. Hence, it would have been obvious

to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used a format

character to have indicated the number of tags close in order to adequately account for

the structure of a document.

34. Regarding dependent claim 26, Nehab fails to expHcitly disclose that one of the

plurality of format characters indicates a parent line number of a flattened line. However,

it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that part of flattening

a document involves storing line numbers in order to adequately account for the structure

of a document. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at
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the time of the invention to have used a format character to have stored hne numbers in

order to adequately account for the structure of a document.

35. Regarding dependent claim 27, Nehab fails to explicitly disclose that one of the

plurality of format characters indicates an inserted flattened line. However, it was

notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that part of flattening a

document indicates when flattened lines are inserted in order to adequately account for

the structure of a document. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill

in the art at the time of the invention to have used a format character to have indicated

when flattened lines are inserted in order to adequately account for the structure of a

document.

36. Regarding depenendent claim 28, it modifies claim 15 with limitations from claim 1

and it is rejected under similar rationale.

37. Claims 18-19 and 21-22 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being

unpatentable under Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt,

further in view of Takagi further in view of Combs

38. Regarding dependent claim 18, it modifies claim 17 in a manner analogous to the

manner in which claim 2 modifies claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale.

39. Regarding dependent claim 19, it modifies claim 15 in a manner analogous to the

manner in which claim 3 modifies claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale.

40. Regarding dependent claim 21, it modifies claim 15 with some of the features of claim

2 (in a manner analogous to the way in which these features are obvious additions to

claim 1) and is rejected under similar rationale.
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41. Regarding dependent claim 22, it modifies claim 15 with some of the features of claim

3 (in a manner analogous to the way in which these features are obvious additions to

claim 1) and is rejected under similar rationale.

42. Claim 20 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Takagi, further in view of Kozol et al. (USPN 5,140,521—filing date 4/26/1989),

hereinafter KozoL

43. Regarding dependent claim 20, Nehab, Motoyama, Voigt, and Takagi fail to disclose

that the format character is a delete number. However, Kozol, in col. 1, lines 10-25,

discloses disclose the use of delete number formatting characters in conjunction in order

to allow a block delete function. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in

the art at the time of the invention to use delete number formatting characters in the

manner of Kozol in the context ofNehab, Motoyama, Voigt, and Takagi in order to allow

a block delete function.

44 Claims 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under

Nehab, further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of

Combs, further in view of Takagi.

45. Regarding independent claim 29, it is a method that combines limitations from claims

4, 16, 17 and is rejected under similar rationale.

46. Regarding dependent claim 30, it modifies claim 29 with limitations from claim 1 and

is rejected under similar rationale.
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47. Regarding dependent claim 31, it modifies claim 29 with limitations from claims 1 and

2 and is rejected under similar rationale.

48. Regarding dependent claim 32, it modifies claim 29 with limitations from claim 2 and

is rejected under similar rationale.

49. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable under Nehab,

further in view of Motoyama, further in view of Voigt, further in view of Combs,

further in view of Takagi, further in view of Crus.

50. Regarding dependent claim 33, it modifies claim 32 with limitations from claim 8 and

is rejected under similar rationale.

Response to Arguments

51. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/15/2004 have been fully considered but they are not

persuasive.

52. With respect to the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejections the Examiner upholds his assertion that the

claimed invention performs tasks that may be performed by a human being and hence are

non-statutory.

53. With respect to Claim 1, the Applicant claims that Nehab' s flattened documents do not

involve tags, a data entry, and a plurality of formatting characters. However, the

Examiner notes that by the very nature ofwhat is being flattened, in order to successfully

flatten the documents without distorting the content, it would have been necessary to

include those elements.
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54. The Applicant also finds problems with the Examiner's art that is provided for a map

store. Voight provides an adequate basis for a map store, as provided in the Office

Action and would be combined with Nehab as provided in the office action.

55. The Applicant also finds problems with the combination of Motoyama. The Examiner

refers the Applicant back to the Office action, which provides for the use of Motoyama to

provide a dictionary store.

56. The Applicant's issue with Claim 7, which requires evidence that a data document have a

plurality of a tag be well known, may be found in USPN 5,694,594 (col. 9, lines 20-50).

57. The Applicant's issue with Claims 2 and 3, which is that Combs fails to mention

dictionaries, even if it were valid, would not impinge upon the validity of the rejection

because the concepts related to dictionaries are already covered by inheritance by Nehab,

Voight, and Motoyama.

58. The Applicant's issue with claim 4 is not stated clearly; the Applicant states that the word

tag does not appear in Eliovson without considering that the concept of tags may appear

in the other art; the prima facie case of obviousness is covered as set forth in the Office

Action. A similar consideration apphes to Claims 5-9 with respect to Crus, Claims 10

and 13 with respect to Curtis, Claim 14 with respect to Alston. Rather than rely on

genuine arguments for these claims, the AppHcant has chosen to use "word searches"

with narrow focus to "establish" the lack of a prima facie case of obviousness. The

Examiner stands behind his rejection and indicates that the combined body of art serves

to reject the claims as they stand.
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59. With respect to Claims 11-12, the Applicant does not clearly state what is wrong with the

Examiner's art. The Examiner maintains the rejection.

60. The issues in rejecting Claims 15-16 are similar to those in rejecting Claim 1, and stand

for similar reasons.

61 . Regarding Claim 17, inventions such as Nehab's inherently include a parser and the

Applicant's objection to the rejection is invalid.

62. Claim 23 is not allowable as its' base claim is not allowable.

63. Claim 24 is not allowable as it was commonly known that there existed format characters

that signaled the beginning of a line, as in newline characters in Microsoft Word

64. Claim 25 is not allowable as it was commonly known that there existed format characters

that signaled number of tags closed, as in the special case of the end-of line character in

Microsoft Word.

65. Claim 26 is not allowable as it was commonly known that there existed format characters

that signaled a parent number of a flattened line, and the newline/end-of-line character in

Microsoft Word would have inherently done this to maintain a contiguous document.

66. Claim 27 is not allowable as it was commonly known that Microsoft Word used a

linefeed character to indicate an inserted line.

67. The issue with claim 28 is that data is not stored in the dictionary. However, tags are a

type of data, and hence a type of data is stored in the dictionary.

68. Claim 21 is a combination of the features of other claims, and fixrthermore the tag

transforms are automatically associated in some manner with the addresses because they

are part of a unified system.
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69, Claims 22 and 20 are not allowable because they are based on non-allowable claims.
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Conclusion

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's

disclosure.

USPN 5,764,906 (filing date 1 1/7/1995)—Edelstein et al.

TfflS ACTION IS MADE FDVAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time

policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE

MONTHS fi*om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO

MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after

the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period

will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi"om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event,

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi^om the mailing

date of this final action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is (571) 272-

4129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306.
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
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